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Group Work Learning Method is a cooperative learning technique that has
positive effects in learning: students’ active participation can increase both
cognitive and social skills. Our work involved three cohorts of students of different
years attending the same course at the University of Torino, Department of
Psychology. The contents of the course were the same in all years, students were
asked to form self-selected groups to find creative solutions to two cases regarding
violent behavior in workplace. Satisfaction concerning this activity and the method
to evaluate the performance of the activity were investigated. Findings confirm
overall students’ satisfaction related to group work learning method. This
satisfaction improves the scores in course and teacher skills satisfaction. About the
evaluation, findings shown that students agreed teacher’s and peers’ evaluation of
the performance.

Keywords: satisfaction, evaluation, participation, psychology, learning, Italy
INTRODUCTION

In recent years, the group work learning method has been introduced in graduate and
undergraduate programs as a teaching method that integrates the traditional face-to-face
class. Several investigations have examined similar approaches in pre-school, high
school and university courses such as science and English secondary classrooms (see,
e.g., MacQuarrie, Howe & Boyle, 2012), IT (Joyce & Elliot, 2007), economic (Leeds,
Stull & Westbrook, 1998), accountability (Bonanno, Jones & English, 1998), medical
school (Kamin, O’Sullivan, Deterding & Younger, 2003), and social studies (Salako,
Eze & Adu, 2013).

Group work is a cooperative learning method (Sullivan & Wilson, 2015). Group work is
more than simply working side by side with group members, helping each other and
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discussing and sharing materials, although these are important factors. Members of a
group have clear and positive interdependence, and they work together on a common
goal. While sharing their knowledge and success with colleagues, they pay attention to
each other and are responsible for their own contributions to group work. They must use
their interpersonal skills in positive ways in order to promote individual accountability
and to achieve group goals (Johnson & Johnson, 1992; MacQuarrie et al., 2012; Lee,
2013; Salako et al., 2013). In their meta-analysis, Johnson, Johnson and Stanne (2000)
argue that group work is one of the cooperative learning methods that permits to
maximize the students’ learning. Group work was considered as an instructional strategy
that use the sharing of knowledge, the cooperation in performing a task, the social
interaction to enhance the quality of the learning (Johnson, Johnson & Smith, 2014).

One question about this method asks whether it is satisfactory for students. The need to
measure student satisfaction has received attention in higher education due to the
positive benefits associated with e.g. higher retention rates, recommendation to other to
study in the same institution, intention to study at a higher level in the same institution
(Tessema, Ready & Yu, 2012). On the other hand, dissatisfaction was related to the
intention to quit or transfer in other institutions and a negative image for the community
and future applicants (Pedro, Leitdo & Alves, 2016). Consequently, in the context of
higher education the satisfaction expressed by students has become an important
indicator of teaching quality (Moore, 2006). Supplementary teaching activities (such as
group work) are considered as one of the factors that could affect the students’
satisfaction (Letcher & Neves, 2010). As argued by Pang and Hung (2016), satisfaction
for group work reflects the level of affective response that individual holds towards the
experience. Moreover, the level of satisfaction expressed by individual suggests how the
group work and its performance satisfied members’ needs.

Another important factor that affects the satisfaction with the group work learning
method is how students’ performance is evaluated (by teacher and/or peers). In their
study, Joyce and Elliot (2007) found that students considered teachers lacking of
expertise at assigning grades because they were unaware of the real contribution of each
member to the project, as Blackshaw and Latu (2005) highlighted in a previous study. In
order to address this problem, the authors suggested introducing other techniques, such
as peer evaluation. In an investigation conducted by Topping (2003, 2010), findings
showed that evaluation of performance by peers could help students to identify their own
strengths and weaknesses, and that feedbacks could be used to propose remedial actions
and develop transferable professional skills. The author underlined that other
transferable professional skills, such as being motivated to respond to feedbacks and
showing respect for the work performed by the group, are also important for students to
learn. Therefore, the questions about how to evaluate the performance of the group, who
must be evaluated and by whom are critical (Elliot & Higgins, 2005).

Given the pedagogical value of this method, the understanding of what affects the
students’ satisfaction in group work and its evaluation permit teachers to improve the
method and the ability to manage the group work in the classroom.
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Current study

The aim of this study was to investigate students’ satisfaction with the group work
learning method and the evaluation of the performance. This method was used for three
subsequent years in the “Psychology of Mobbing, Harassment and Stalking” course in
the Department of Psychology at the Universita di Torino. The curriculum consists of
both bachelor’s degree courses (total number of credits: 180) and master’s degree
courses (total number of credits: 120). This study was conducted in a master’s degree
course that dispenses six credits per 30 hours (two sessions per week, five weeks of
sessions). The variables analyzed in the literature to build the group work (group work
size, duration of the group work, how the group is constituted) and the evaluation of the
group performance were considered. The variables are:

1.  Number of members: as suggested by Joyce and Elliot (2007), the decision was
made to include between four and eight members in each group.

2. Duration of the group: due to the time schedule of University courses (determined
by the time table for class sessions and other pedagogical activities), we decided to
use short-term groups. This means that the duration of the group followed the
duration of the course (five weeks). Students were invited to complete their
projects in class and (if necessary) during others periods of time. This allowed the
groups to concentrate on their tasks and goals (Bradley, White & Mennecke,
2003).

3. The process of defining the group: according to Hamlyn-Harris, Hurst, Von Baggo
& Bayley (2006), this was determined by the students (self-selection) to increase
satisfaction with this learning method.

4. Evaluation of performance: for the purpose of this investigation, we summarized
the evaluations of group work performance described in the literature as teacher’s
evaluation and peers’ evaluation (Joyce, 2001; Joyce & Elliot, 2007).

While the number of members, duration of the group and the process of defining the
group remain constants, the type of evaluation was a variable manipulated: each type of
evaluation was tested in three different years with different students.

Our hypothesis were i) that the group work learning method increased the overall
satisfaction in teacher skills and in the course, and ii) that the peers’ evaluation would
produce the highest students' satisfaction with group work learning method.

In order to avoid students’ evaluation and satisfaction being mainly related to the
content of the course, rather than to the learning methods used, the results were
compared to those reported by students who completed the course without the use group
work learning method (control group). We analysed the questionnaire used by the
University to measure students’ satisfaction and evaluations of the course. Data were
used to report means and a regression model was used to determine the interactions of
the variables (satisfaction in teacher skills and in the course), which were the different
types of evaluation: group performance by teacher, and group performance by teacher
and by peers.
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METHOD
Participants

Overall, participants were 187 students of the Faculty of Psychology of the Universita di
Torino taking the course “Psychology of Mobbing, Harassment and Stalking” (30 hours
per 6 credits). Overall 84.5% of them were females (confirming the national trend), and
the average age was 24.06 years (range 21-47). One of this paper’s authors was teaching
the course. Two performances were required to conduct group work. During three
different years, we adopted the group work methodology using three different evaluation
systems (overall teacher’s evaluation of the group performances [A course], overall
teacher’s and students’ evaluation of the performances [B course], two teacher’s and
students’ evaluation of the performance [C course]).

Each group was composed of different students (thus, the students who participated in
this specific course did not take it in the following year). However, the groups were
equivalent for gender and age. In course A, participants were 32 students, 2 (6.3%) male
and 30 (93.8%) female, aged on average 23.65 years (range 22-29). In course B,
participants were 72 students, 9 (12.5%) male and 60 (83.3%) female (4.2% of students
did not give any answer), aged on average 24.79 years (range 22-42). In course C, there
were 42 students, 7 (16.7%) male and 35 (83.3%) female, aged on average 23.74 years
(range 21-47). The control group consisted of 41 students, 8 (19.5%) male and 33
(80.5%) female; the average age was 23.75 years (range 21-33). For all students, the
credits required for attending the course was the same (>120).

Materials

The questionnaire was created by the University of Torino to evaluate students’
satisfaction with each individual course. This questionnaire is completed at the end of
the course by each student taking the course. The aggregate data were sent to each
teacher of the course. The first page of the questionnaire requested information about the
socio-personal data of each participant (e.g., seX, age, city of residence, diploma). This
was followed by 12 questions (see table 1) about the satisfaction in course (items 1, 2, 6
and 11), the teacher skills (items 3, 8, 9 and 10), the study load (namely the complexity
of the task, item 4), the preliminary knowledge (item 5), supplementary teaching
activities (item 7). The last question was about the overall satisfaction (item 12). There
were four possible response options (“definitely dissatisfied”, “more dissatisfied than
satisfied”, “more satisfied than dissatisfied”, “definitely satisfied”). The questionnaire
was anonymous and was administered at the end of the course by other students (not
taking this specific course) who were trained for that duty. Teachers were not present
during the administration of the questionnaire. The questionnaire was the same in each
year.

The data from University management were presented in aggregate form. Consequently,
socio-demographical data for each student were not available to teachers: Italian privacy
law avoids identifying participants to the course instructors. Data from the questionnaire
were presented in the four responses provided by students and in dichotomized form:
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dissatisfied or satisfied. The internal consistency of the questionnaire was Cronbach’s
alpha = 0.98.

Procedure

At the beginning of each course, the teacher introduced the group work learning method
and the evaluation of the performance. Because the duration of the course was five
weeks, groups were intended to be short-term. Students were asked to form groups to
describe and analyse two case studies (case 1 and case 2) that showed violent behaviors
in the workplace and then to suggest a clinical (e.g., individual or group therapy) and
organizational (e.g., training course) intervention. Goals and materials used in case 1
and 2 were the same in all groups. Two performances were required to perform group
work. During three different years, we adopted the group work methodology using three
different evaluation systems.

Students in course A were invited to choose the members of their group (from four to
eight people) and the teacher evaluated the overall performances of group work (case 1
and 2). Students in course B were asked to form a group using the same criteria adopted
in course A, but the teacher and the peers evaluated the group’s overall performances for
cases 1 and 2. Students in course C were asked to form a group using the same criteria
adopted in course A and B previously described, but they were evaluated based on both
group performances (case 1, case2) by the teacher and by peers. Thus, in course B and C
each student could contribute to the evaluation of the other groups’ performances, giving
grades that were as important as the teacher’s evaluation. In course C groups received an
evaluation by teacher and peers for performance in case 1, and an evaluation by teacher
and peers for performance in case 2. To sum up:

- Course A, 32 students: case studies (1, 2) — (size (<8)-composition (students’
decision: 8 groups total) - evaluation (by teacher on overall performances)

- Course B, 72 students: case studies (1,2) — size (<8)-composition (students’
decision: 12 groups total) - evaluation (by teacher and peers on overall
performances)

- Course C, 42 students: case study 1 and case 2- size (<8) — composition (students’
decision: 7 groups total) - evaluation (by teacher and by peers on performance both
in case 1 and in case 2).

For the control group (41 students), the cases (1,2) were presented and discussed by the
teacher during the course (the duration of the course was the same: 5 weeks, 30 hours).
No evaluation was provided for this activity.

Statistical analyses were performed using the statistical software SPSS, version 20.
Descriptive measures (means £ SD) were calculated for all test variables for all groups
of participants. Correlations were calculated to examine the relationship between the
evaluation of students’ overall satisfaction (item 12) and the other questions about the
course, the teacher skills, the study load, the preliminary knowledge, supplementary
teaching activities. Multiple linear regression analysis was performed with the students’
overall satisfaction (item 12) as the dependent variable with the evaluation of the course,
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the teacher skills, the study load, the preliminary knowledge, and supplementary
teaching activities as explanatory variables.

FINDINGS
Descriptive analysis

Data presented in tables 1, 2, 3 and 4 showed the students’ degree of satisfaction with
the course, teacher’s skills, study load, preliminary knowledge, supplementary activities
and overall satisfaction.

Table 1
Course A: students’ satisfaction
Definitely More Dissatisfied ~ More satisfied  Definitely Satisfied Missing
dissatisfied dissatisfied than dissatisfied  satisfied items
than satisfied
1. The structure of 94 15.6 25.0 53.1 21.9 75.0 -
the exam is clear
2.Adherence to class 0.0 6.3 6.3 344 59.4 93.7 -
timetable
3. Teacher is 0.0 9.4 9.4 40.6 43.8 84.4 6.2
available
4. Study load is 9.4 6.3 15.7 40.6 40.6 81.2 31
adequate to credits
assigned
5. Preliminary 3.1 28.1 31.2 344 34.4 68.8 -
knowledge is
adequate
6. Learning material 6.3 12.5 18.8 375 43.7 81.2
is adequate
7. Supplementary 31 9.4 12.5 344 25.0 594 281
teaching activities
8. Teacher 125 3.1 15.6 40.6 43.8 84.4 -
motivates interest
9. Teacher explain 6.3 18.7 25.0 375 375 75.0 -
clearly
10.Teacher clearly 9.4 9.4 18.8 40.6 40.6 81.2 -
underlines topics
11. The topic of the 31 12.5 15.6 28.1 56.3 84.4 -
course is interesting
12. Overall 6.3 125 18.8 53.1 28.1 81.2 -
satisfaction
Table 2
Course B: students’ satisfaction
Definitely More Dissatisfied More Definitely Satisfied Missing
dissatisfied dissatisfied satisfied than satisfied items
than satisfied dissatisfied
1. The structure of 1.4 20.8 22.2 51.4 25.0 76.4 1.4
the exam is clear
2.Adherence to class 1.4 0.0 1.4 34.7 62.5 97.2 1.4
timetable
3. Teacher is 0.0 2.8 2.8 58.3 33.3 91.6 5.6
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available

4. Study load is 14 8.3 9.7 63.9 25.0 88.9 1.4
adequate to credits

assigned

5. Preliminary 8.3 26.4 34.7 50.0 13.9 63.9 1.4
knowledge is

adequate

6. Learning material 14 13.9 15.3 59.7 23.6 83.3 1.4
is adequate

7. Supplementary 1.4 8.3 9.7 51.4 30.6 82.0 10.3
teaching activities

8. Teacher 8.3 13.9 22.2 38.9 36.1 75.0 2.8
motivates interest

9. Teacher explain 2.8 8.3 11.1 375 48.6 86.1 2.8
clearly

10.Teacher clearly 4.2 8.3 125 48.6 36.1 84.7 2.8
underlines topics

11. The topic of the 9.7 12.5 22.2 38.9 375 76.4 1.4
course is interesting

12. Overall 9.7 8.3 18.0 48.7 31.9 80.6 1.4

satisfaction

Table 3
Course C: students’ satisfaction

Definitely More Dissatisfied More satisfied Definitely Satisfied Missing

dissatisfied dissatisfied than satisfied items
than satisfied dissatisfied

1. The structure of 0.0 2.4 2.4 38.1 59.5 97.6 -
the exam is clear
2.Adherence to 0.0 2.4 2.4 19.0 78.60 97.6 -
class timetable
3. Teacher is 0.0 2.4 2.4 47.6 50.0 97.6 -
available
4. Study load is 0.0 7.1 7.1 54.8 38.1 92.9 -
adequate to credits
assigned
5. Preliminary 7.3 31.7 39.0 39.0 22.0 61.0 -
knowledge is
adequate
6. Learning 5.0 20.0 25.0 475 275 75.0 -
material is adequate
7. Supplementary 5.9 11.8 17.7 353 47.0 82.3 -
teaching activities
8. Teacher 14.3 11.9 26.2 50.0 23.8 73.8 -
motivates interest
9. Teacher explain 7.1 9.5 16.6 52.4 31.0 83.4 -
clearly
10.Teacher clearly 49 19.5 244 43.9 31.7 75.6 -
underlines topics
11. The topic of the 9.5 14.3 23.8 42.9 33.3 76.2 -
course is interesting
12. Overall 119 9.5 21.4 40.5 38.1 78.6 -

satisfaction
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Table 4

Course without group work learning method (control group): students’ satisfaction
Definitely More Dissatisfied More satisfied Definitely Satisfied Missing

dissatisfied dissatisfied than satisfied Items
than satisfied dissatisfied

1. The structure of 19.5 9.8 29.3 341 36.6 70.7 -
the exam is clear
2.Adherence to 0.0 7.3 7.3 46.3 46.3 92.6 -
class timetable
3. Teacher is 0.0 17.1 17.1 36.7 39.0 75.7 -
available
4. Study load is 24 17.1 195 415 39.0 80.5 -
adequate to credits
assigned
5. Preliminary 12.2 24.3 36.5 415 22.0 63.5 -
knowledge is
adequate
6. Learning 12.2 341 46.3 29.3 24.4 53.7 -
material is adequate
7. Supplementary _ _ _ _ _ _ -
teaching activities
8. Teacher 22.0 46.3 68.3 26.8 4.9 31.7 -
motivates interest
9. Teacher explain 9.8 341 43.9 46.3 9.8 56.1 -
clearly
10.Teacher clearly 9.8 26.8 36.6 56.1 7.3 63.4 -
underlines topics
11. The topic of the 19.5 46.3 65.8 31.8 24 34.2 -
course is interesting
12. Overall 220 244 46.4 43.9 7.3 51.2 2.4

satisfaction

Course A students evaluated the course as “satisfied” in all items (1, 2, 6, 11; table 1).
Course B students evaluated the same items as “satisfied”, thought the item 11 received
an evaluation of less positive (table 2). In course C, the item about the course received a
more positive evaluation (table 3). The evaluation of the item 6 is more negative than
these attributed by students in course A and B; the item 11 is similar to these attributed
by course B students. In control group, the items about the course were evaluated as
more “dissatisfied” than A, B and C courses (see table 4). The teacher skills (items 3, 8,
9, 10), in the course A students evaluated the item 8 more positively, while in course B
students appreciated the skill to underline topics (item 10) more than the students in
course A and C. In course C, students evaluated the availability of the teacher (item 3)
more positively. In control group, this topic was generally evaluated as less satisfied, in
particular for the teacher’s skill to motivate interest (item 8; table 4). About the study
load (item 4), the course C students evaluated the workload more positively than
students in course A, B and control group. Preliminary knowledge (item 5) was more
positively evaluated by students in course A than the students participating in course B,
C and control group. Supplementary teaching activities (item 7) were evaluated more
positively by students in course C than the students attending the course A and B. This
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item obviously did not occur in the control group. The overall satisfaction with the
course (item 12) received a more positive evaluation in course B than in course A and C,
while almost half of the students in control group attributed to “dissatisfied” and half of
them to “satisfied”.

Inferential statistics

The correlation matrix showed a significant correlation between overall students’
satisfaction (item 12) and item 4 (r = 0.95, p < 0.05) but only in Course C. It seems that
in course C, where the complexity of the task increased (two performances, two
evaluations each), students perceived that the number of credits assigned to the course
became more appropriate for the required study load.

Multiple linear regression analysis showed that in A and B courses the students’ overall
satisfaction was correlated with the item 11 (respectively R2 = .60, F = 11.99, p <0.001
and R2 = .64, F = 8.23, p <0.001). In C course, students’ overall satisfaction was
correlated with the items 7 (p <0.05), 9 (p <0.05) and 11 (p <0.05) (R2 = .85, F = 11.79,
p <0.001).

DISCUSSION

The aim of this study was to contribute to our understanding of whether group work
learning method and which type of evaluation of performance are satisfactory for
students. Findings showed that the group work learning method increased the overall
satisfaction in teacher skills and in the course: the A, B and C courses received highest
scores in overall satisfaction and satisfaction in course, teacher skills and study load than
in the control group (tables 1-4). This means that the group work learning method
permits to improve the satisfaction to the course, and to the teacher skills such as her/his
ability to teach. Thus, the first hypothesis was confirmed. Furthermore, the second
hypothesis was confirmed: the highest score in satisfaction with supplementary teaching
activities was attributed to the course B and C, in which the evaluation was made by
teacher and peers. In course C students had the opportunity to be evaluated for two
performances (case 1 and case 2): this permits to receive first feedback in case 1 that
help the group to improve their skills and try to perform better in case 2. Those findings
are in line with those from Joyce (2001) and Joyce and Elliot (2007), regarding the
students’ preference for peer evaluation.

An interesting result concerns the teacher’s ability to stimulate interest, and students’
interest in the topic. For each question, students’ satisfaction was higher in course A,
where the assigned grade depended exclusively on the teacher’s evaluation. As
suggested by Burdett (2007), the teacher’s evaluation of individuals allows students to
avoid conflicts with their peers. Another interesting result concerns the adequacy of the
workload related to credits assigned: the highest ratings were given to course C. It seems
that when the complexity of the task increased, students perceived the number of credits
assigned to the course as more appropriate. It is possible that when students work in
groups, the workload is shared with others, and this situation may be easier for the less
motivated students, who could benefit from the contributions of the more active
members of the group.
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Some limits of this research should be mentioned. First, the data provided by the
University’s management were not complete. For example, socio-demographic
information was provided only in an aggregate way (to respect Italian privacy law), so
we did not have information that would allow further statistical analysis. Second, the
questionnaire was tailored by the University to investigate the students’ satisfaction with
the course (e.g., the teacher’s ability to stimulate, the supplementary teaching activities)
but was not intended to evaluate, in depth, the single activity proposed during the
course. Future researches should use more sophisticated instruments - see the
investigation conducted by Hamlyn-Harris et al (2006) and Lovell and Nunnery (2004)
— to describe the students’ satisfaction with group work learning method and the
different evaluation approaches of group performance.

Despite these limitations, this study confirms that students’ satisfaction increases when
this method is used. Group work learning method is a pedagogical method that permits
practical teaching of not only a specific subject but also of important transferable
professional skills (Topping, 2010) such as working in a group, the achievement of a
goal, cooperation, and the sharing of ideas (Blackshaw & Latu, 2005). Since students’
satisfaction has become a critical indicator of teaching quality and — consequently — of
the quality of educational institution, teachers could benefit from the results of this
research. For example, in designing programs that include group work learning method
and an adequate evaluation of the group performance (by teacher and by peers).
Inclusion of this method allows teachers to increase educational effectiveness and allows
students to learn transferable professional skills.
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Turkish Abstract
Grup cahsmasi yonteminde 6grenci memnuniyeti ve performanslarmin degerlendirilmesi:
Italyan Universitesi'nde bir arastirma

Grup ¢alismasiyla 6grenme yontemi, 6grencilerin hem biligsel hem de sosyal yeteneklerini arttiran
ogrencilerin aktif bir sekilde katilimina olumlu katki saglayan isbirligine dayali bir 6grenme
seklidir. Kursun igerigi, ayn1 ¢aligma ortaminda bulunan, siddet davraniglar1 gosteren iki grubun
ogrencilerine iligkin yaratic1 ¢oziimler bulmak amaciya goniilliilk esasina dayali olarak secilmistir.
Bu arastirmada memnuniyete iliskin etkinlikler ve etkinliklerdeki performans degerlendirme
yontemleri incelenmistir. Bulgular biitiin &grencilerin grup ¢alismast  yontemiyle 6grenme
etkinliklerindeki memnuniyetlerini dgrulamistir. Bu memnuniyet kursta elde ettikleri notlarini ve
O0gretmen beceri memnuniyetini gelistimistir. Degerlendirme ile ilgili bulgular ise dgrencilerin
ogretmenlerin ve smif arkadaslarinin degerlendirme performanslartyla ayni fikirde oldugunu
gostermigtir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: memnuniyet, degerlendirme, katilim, psikoloji, grenme, italya

French Abstract
La satisfaction d'Etudiants de la méthode de travail en groupe et son évaluation de
performance : une enquéte dans une Université Italienne

Le travail en groupe Apprenant la Méthode est une coopérative apprenant la technique qui a des
effets positifs dans l'apprentissage : la participation active des étudiants peut augmenter
compétences tant cognitives que sociales. Le contenu du cours était le méme dans toutes les
années, on a demandé aux étudiants de former des groupes auto-choisis pour trouver des solutions
créatives de deux casquant au comportement violent dans le lieu de travail. La satisfaction
concernant cette activité et la méthode d'évaluer la performance de l'activité a été examinée. Les
découvertes confirment la satisfaction des étudiants globaux liée au travail en groupe apprenant la
méthode. Cette satisfaction améliore le grand nombre dans le cours et la satisfaction de
compétences de professeur. De I'évaluation, des découvertes montrées que les étudiants ont
accepté 1'évaluation du professeur et pairs(égaux) de la performance.

Mots Clés: satisfaction, évaluation, participation, psychologie, apprentissage, 1'ltalie

Arabic Abstract
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German Abstract
Die Zufriedenheit der Studierenden mit der Gruppenarbeit und ihre Leistungsbewertung:
Eine Umfrage in einer italienischen Universitit

Gruppenarbeit Lernmethode ist eine kooperative Lerntechnik, die positive Effekte beim Lernen
hat: Die aktive Teilnahme der Schiiler kann sowohl kognitive als auch soziale Fahigkeiten
erhéhen. Die Inhalte des Kurses waren in allen Jahren gleich, die Schiiler wurden gebeten, selbst
ausgewdhlte Gruppen zu bilden, um kreative Losungen fiir zwei Fille zu finden, die ein
gewalttitiges Verhalten am Arbeitsplatz betreffen. Die Zufriedenheit iiber diese Tatigkeit und die
Methode zur Bewertung der Leistungsféhigkeit der Aktivitdt wurden untersucht. Befunde
bestitigen die Zufriedenheit der Studenten im Zusammenhang mit der Gruppenarbeit
Lernmethode. Diese Zufriedenheit verbessert die Punktzahl in Kurs und Lehrer Fahigkeiten
Zufriedenheit. Uber die Auswertung zeigten die Ergebnisse, dass die Schiiler die Auswertung der
Leistung der Lehrer und Peers verabschiedeten.

Schliisselworter: zufriedenheit, bewertung, teilnahme, psychologie, lernen, Italien

Malaysian Abstract
Kepuasan Pelajar Dengan Kaedah Kerja Berkumpulan Dan Penilaian Prestasi: Satu Kajian
Di Sebuah Universiti Itali

Kaedah Pembelajaran berkumpulan adalah satu teknik pembelajaran koperatif yang mempunyai
kesan positif dalam pembelajaran: penyertaan aktif pelajar boleh meningkatkan kedua-dua
kemahiran kognitif dan sosial. Kandungan kursus ini adalah sama dalam semua tahun, pelajar
diminta untuk membentuk kumpulan sendiri yang dipilih untuk mencari penyelesaian kreatif
untuk dua kes mengenai kelakuan keganasan di tempat kerja. Kepuasan mengenai aktiviti ini dan
kaedah untuk menilai prestasi aktiviti yang telah dikaji. Penemuan mengesahkan kepuasan
keseluruhan pelajar yang berkaitan dengan kaedah pembelajaran kerja kumpulan. Kepuasan ini
meningkatkan skor dalam kursus dan kemahiran guru kepuasan. Berkaitan penilaian, penemuan
menunjukkan bahawa pelajar bersetuju guru dan rakan sebaya penilaian prestasi.

Kata Kunci: kepuasan, penilaian, penyertaan, psikologi, pembelajaran, Italy

Russian Abstract
YnosiaerBopenHocts CtyneHToB Metogom I'pynmnoBoii Padoret um  Ero Ouenkoii
IddexTuBnoctu: Onpoc B UTanbsiHcKOM YHUBEpPCUTETE

Merox rpynmoBoil paboOTHL, SBISIETCS KOONEPAaTUBHBEIM METOAOM OOYYeHUS U OKa3bIBaeT
MOJIOXKUTENIBHOE BO3/ICHCTBHE Ha mporecc OoOydeHHs: aKTHBHOE Y4YacTHE CTYAEHTOB MOXKET
MOBBICHTH KaK KOTHUTHBHBIE, TaK U COI[aNbHbIe HaBBIKK. CojiepskaHne Kypca ObLIO OJHHAKOBBIM
Bo Bce roipl. CTyAEHTOB IONPOCHIM CaMOCTOSITENBHO BBHIOpPATh TPYIINBI, YTOOBI HAWTH
TBOPUYECKUE PEIICHNUS MO IBYM CITydasiM, CBSI3aHHBIM C )KECTOKHM MOBEJICHHEM Ha paboueM MecTe.
BbIIM M3yYeHBI yJOBJIETBOPEHHOCTh 3TOH JEATENEHOCTBIO M METOA OLEHKH 3((EeKTUBHOCTH
JeATEeTbHOCTH. Pe3ynbTaTsl MOATBEPKIAIOT OOIIYI0 YIOBIETBOPEHHOCTh ydalIuxcs paboToil B
rpynmnax. 9TO yHOBJIETBOPEHHE YJIydIlaeT OLEHKY B Kypce M yIOBJIETBOPEHHOCTh HaBbIKAMU
nperoaBaTens. Pe3ynbTaTsl MoKa3aly, 9TO yJal[uecs COTIACHINCE C OLEHKON yJHTelNeH.

Kutouessie CrioBa: yoBIeTBOpEHHUE, OIIEHKA, y4acTHe, ICUXO0JI0THsl, 00y4yeHue, Mranus
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